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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

This amendment is responsive to the Office Action mailed (March 28, 2006 wherein claims 
1, 6. 7, 11. 12. 15, 16, 19-21 were provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting over claims 1, 6. 7, 9. 10. 11 and 14 of co-pending AppL No. 
10/617543 ('543 application), claims 1-4. 7. 9-14, 18. 20, 21, 23. 28, 29, 32-33 were rejected 
under 35 USC §102 (b) as being anticipated by Bartzokis et al. (US 5322682); claims 5, 15-17, 
24-27 were rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) on Bartzol<is In view of Sibbltt (US 6385479); and 
claims 6, 8, 19, 22, 30 and 31 were rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) on Bartzol^is. In this 
amendment, claims 1 , 1 1 and 28 were were amended. No new matter has been added. 

Cla/ms 1-33 remain pending in this application, Reconsideraaon In fight of the above 
amendments and the following remarics is respectfully requested. 

With respect to the rejection of claims 1» 6, 7. 11, 12, 15, 16, 19-21 were provisfonally 
rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting. Applicants request that 
the Examiner hold the double-patenting rejection in abeyance until the co-pending appficafon 
AppL No. 10/617543 has been examined. Applicant is fully prepared to properly file a Temiinaf 
Disclaimer to overcome the nonstatutory double-patenting rejection because the co-pending 
application Is commonly owned. However. Appr. No. 10/617543 is currently under Pre-Appeal 
review. Is the later filed application relative to the present applicant and therefore Applicants feel it 
wouid be premature to file a Temnlnal Dfsclaimer until the *543 has been examined on Its merits. 
Applicants respectfully request that these remarks will be considered fully responsive to this 
rejection at this time. 

Claims 1. 11 and 28 have been amended to more clearly recite Applicants* Invention and 
now recite acquiring MRI Images using or operating a MRI system at a substantially high magnetic 
field strength. Support for the amendments can be found in Applicants' specification at, for 
example, paragraphs [0022] -[0027]. No new matter has been added. 

The rejection of Claims 7. 9-14. 18, 20, 21, 23, 28. 29. 32-33 under 35 USC §102 (b) 
on Bartzokis is respectfully traversed. The present invention, as claimed in independent Claims 1. 
11 and 28 is patentable over the Bartzokis reference. "Anticipation requires the disclosure In a 
single prior art reference of each element of the claim under consideration." W.L. Gore & 
Associates v. Gariock. fnc„ 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 

The Bartzokrs reference does not disclose each element of the preset invention as 
claimed in claims 1. 11 and 28. Specifically, the present Invention as claimed in independent 
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claims 1, 11 and 28 each recite a method or system for detecting iron in the brain using mdgnetic 
resonance imaging (MRI) comprising acquiring magnetic resonance (iVIR) Images using a MRI 
system operating at a substantially high magnetic field strength and characterizing regions of 
interest within the MR images having statistically relevant quantities of brain iion deposits to 
indicate a given disease. The Bartzokis reference does not teach or suggest the recited steps of 
acquiring by a IWRI system operating at a substantially high magnetic field strength and thereafter 
enhancing steps In order to indicate a given disease. By contrast, the Bartzol<is reference 
teaches talcing MR images at tNO different field strengths and does not teach acquiring images 
with a MRI system operating at a given high magnetic field strength in order to obtain the Images, 
Therefore, the present invention, as claimed in Claims 1, 11 and 28 Is not anticipated by the 
Bartzokis reference. Claims 2-4. 7. 9-10. 12-14. 18, 20. 21, 23, 29 and 32-33 depend directly or 
Indirectly from claims 1, 11 and 28, respectively. Accordingly. Applicants submit that claims 2-4, 
7. 9-10, 12-14. 18, 20. 21, 23. 29 and 32-33 are allowabre by dependency. 

Therefore, as stated above, the present invention, as claimed in Claims 1-4, 7, 9-14, 18, 
20, 21, 23. 28, 29, 32-33 are patentable over the Bartzokis reference. Thus, it is respectfully 
requested that the rejection of Claims 1-4, 7, 9-14, 18, 20, 21. 23. 28. 29. 32-33 under 35 USC 
§102 be withdrawn. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection of claims 5, 15-17 and 24-27 under 35 USC 
103(a) over Bartzokis in view of Sibbitt. Claims 5. 15^17 and 24-27 depend from claims 1 and 1 1 . 
As discussed with reference to the rejection under 36 USC 102(a) over Bartzokis. Applicants 
submit that the Bartzokis reference does not show, teach or disclose Appicants' recited invention. 
The Sibbitt reference does not overcome the deficiencies of Bartzokis. Sibbitt merely discloses a 
method for determining the presence of central nervous system disease or Injury by comparing 72 
measurements obtained by MRI. Nowhere does the Sibbitt reference reference does not teach or 
suggest the recited acquiring by a MRI system operating at a substantially high magnetic field 
strength and thereafter enhancing steps in order to indicate a given disease. Applicants 
respectl^lly submit that no reasonable combination of the Bartzokis and Sibbitt references, taken 
atone or in combination, would obtain Applicants' invention as claimed in Independent claims 1 
and 11. and are therefore patentable over the Bartzokis and Sibbitt references. Claims 5, 15-17 
and 24-27 recite further Inventive features and therefore are similarly patentable. 

Therefore, as stated above, the present invention, as claimed in Claims 5, 15-17 and 24- 
27 are allowable over the combination of the Bartzokis and Sibbitt references. Thus, it is 
respectfully requested that the rejection of claims 5, 15-17 and 24-27 under 35 USC §103(a) be 
withdrawn. 
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Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection Of claims 6, 8. 19, 22. 30 and 31 were 
rejected under 35 USC §103 (a) on Bartzokis for simHar reasons. As stated above with reference 
to the rejection under 35 USC 102(b). the Barlzokis reference does not show or teach Applicants 
recited invention as claimed in independent claims 1, 11 and 28 from which these rejected claims 
depend. Claims 6, 8, 19, 22, 30 and 31 recite further inventive features and therefore are 
similarly patentable. 

Therefore. AppRcants' respectfully submit that claims 6. 8, 19. 22. 30 and 31 are 
allowable and requests that the rejections under 35 USC §103 (a) be withdrawn. 

In view of the foregoing amendment and for Oie reasons set out above, Applicants 
respectfully submit that the application rs in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration 
and prompt allowance of the application are respectfully requested. 

Should the Examiner believe that anything further is needed to place the application in 
condition for allowance, the Examiner Is requested to contact Applicants' undersigned 
representative at the telephone number below. 



Respectfully submitted, 

Jean K. Testa 
Reg. No. 39.396 

General Electric Company 
Building K1, Room 4Aeo 
Schenectady, New York 12301 




aLL_,2008 



Telephone: (518) 387-51 1 5 or 
(518) 387-7122 
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